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ABSTRACT 


AN  E3UkMIHATI0H  OF  NAVAL  SURFACE  FIRES  IN  SUPPORT  OF  FUTURE 
AMPHIBIOUS  ASSAULT  OPERATIONS  by  LCDR  John  G.  R.  Vi Ison.  USN. 
Surface  Varfare,  63  pages. 


The  conduct  of  amphibious  varfare  has  evolved  since 
Vorld  Var  II.  Evolution  of  varfare  has  transformed  the  style 
of  amphibious  operations  from  attrition  to  that  of  maneuver. 
Transformation  of  amphibious  varfare  encouraged  the 
development  of  the  amphibious  over-the^-horizon  assault 
technique,  a  procedure  vhich  requires  nev  technological 
innovations  for  its  successful  execution.  To  determine  if 
sufficient  fire  support  assets  exist  to  support  this  form  of 
modern  varfare.  this  monograph  examines  the  doctrines  of 
amphibious  varfare  and  naval  surface  fire  support. 

This  vork  initially  examines  and  establishes  the  utility 
of  amphibious  varfare  using  evidence  and  principles  espoused 
by  the  classical  military,  naval,  and  maritime  tlieorists. 

Next,  three  historical  examplc»s  are  examined  to  demonstrate 
the  validity  of  current  amphibious  varfare  and  fire  support 
doctrine.  Then,  current  doctrine  is  presented.  Finally,  the 
current  and  future  elememts  of  naval  surface  fire  support  are 
examined  to  determine  vhether  sufficient  assets  exist  to 
support  over-the-horizon  amphibious  support  operations.  This 
analysis  is  conducted  using  the  criteria  of  "necessary  and 
sufficient."  "suitable,  feasible,  and  acceptable."  and 
"affordable. " 

Based  on  the  analysis  conducted,  current  naval  surface 
fire  support  assets  are  capable  of  supporting  over-the- 
horizon  assault  operations  if  sufficient  planning  time  is 
provided  to  adequately  develop  and  refine  the  individual 
cruise  missile  missions.  This  planning  system,  as  currently 
configured,  is  avkvard  and  not  capable  of  responding  to 
emergent  battlefield  requirements  aud  extenuating 
circumstances.  This  planning  system  requires  an  upgrade  to 
reduce  the  required  planning  time  to  construct  and  implement 
fire  support  and  make  fires  more  resixmsive  in  the  support  of 
the  landing  force  commander. 
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IMTRODUCTIOH 


The  practice  of  amphibious  varfare  dates  to  around  1250 

B.C.*  *The  'face  vhich  launched  a  thousand  ships'  from 

Mycenae  to  Troy  also  launchcsd  an  invasion  of  100.000  men.  a 

full-scale  [opposed]  beach  landing,  and  the  successful 

recovery  of  a  defined  objective:  Helen  herself."^  Thucydides 

recognized  the  difficulties  posed  by  an  amphibious  operation 

vhen  in  425  B.C.  he  noted  that: 

Athenians  .  .  .  who  knov  from  experience  all  about  landing 
from  ships  on  foreign  shores  and  hov  impossible  it  is  to 
force  a  landing  if  the  defenders  stand  firm  and  do  not 
give  vay  through  fear  of  the  surf  or  the  frightening 
appearance  of  the  ships  as  they  sail  in  .  .  . 

More  recently,  the  eighteenth  century  Englishman  Thomas  M. 

Molyneux  identified  the  continued  value  of  this  style  of 

varfeure  vhen  he  observed  that  an  amphibiotus  operation,  vhen 

carefully  prepared  and  executed  vith  surprise,  "comes  like 

thunder  and  lightning  to  some  unprepared  part  of  the  vorld. 

The  maintenance  of  an  ampihibious  capability  remains  important 

to  this  day  vhen  one  examines  a  globe  and  recognizes  that : 

vith  a  fev  exceptions  (such  as  the  United  States  [and  the 
Soviet  Union]),  the  bulk  of  capital  vealth.  technological 
fabric,  and  urban  population  centers  are  located  vithin  50 
miles  of  seas  and  oceans.  In  fact,  nearly  half  of  the 
vorld 's  man-made  assets  are  found  vithin  20  miles  of  its 
beaches.^ 

As  a  maritime  nation,  the  United  States  regards  the  sea 
as  an  asset  to  those  nations  able  to  exploit  its  advantages. 
The  sea  lines  of  communication  that  the  nineteenth  century 
American  naval  theorist  Captain  Alfred  Thayer  Mmhmw 
emphasized  in  his  vorks  remain  a  touchstone  for  oxir  modern 
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naval  forces.  Afloat  Marine  amphibious  forces  represent  a 
most  ready  and  responsive  aspect  of  our  nations  forced  entry 
capability.  This  ability  represents  impressive  threat 
when  one  considers  the  area  of  a  coast  made  vulnerable  by  the 
presence  of  an  amphibious  task  force.  Such  a  force  '*400 
nautical  miles  off  the  East  coast  of  the  United  States,  as  em 
esample.  could  threaten  a  IQQO  mile  coastline  extending  fnsm 
Hev  York  City  to  Cape  C^maveral  vithin  a  24-hour  period. 

Opponents  of  amphibious  varfare.  hovever.  argue  that  it 
is  an  anachronism.  They  propose  the  lack  of  a  combat 
amphibious  landing  since  the  Inchon  assault  during  the  Korean 
Conflict  as  evidence  of  its  demise,  even  though  "the  absence 
of  large-scale  amphibious  operations  may  be  testimony  to  the 
Marine  Corps'  very  capeu:;ity  to  condtict  them..“^  This 
controversial  debate  pits: 

the  Navy's  viev  of  maritime  strategy  primarily  against  the 
extreme  continental ist  school — those  vho  vould  subordinate 
most  other  strategic  considerations  to  land  defense  of 
Western  Europe.* 

With  the  apparent  easing  of  the  threat  in  Europe,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  states  that  *ve  must  shift  the 
objective  of  our  national  security  strategy  from  containing 
the  Soviet  Union  to  maintaining  global  stability."*  Thus,  the 
traditional  bi-polar  nature  of  vorld  stability  has  shifted  to 
a  multi-polar  situation  in  the  vake  of  Soviet  disintegration. 
The  resultant  pover  vacuum  has  encouraged  regional  pavers, 
freed  from  the  yoke  of  superpover  restraint,  to  "grasp  the 
opportunity  to  assert  themselves  over  their  le«s  iioverful 
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neighbors  to  exxhance  their  wealth  and  prestige.”**^  The  recent 
Iraqi  aggression  in  Kuwait  is  evidence  of  this  premise. 

To  curb  acts  of  this  nature.  President  Bush  outlined 
future  U.  S.  defense  policy  based  on  the  major  elements  of 
deterrence,  forward  presence,  and  crisis  resixsnse.^^ 
Deterrence  represents  the  cornerstone  of  this  policy  and 
mandates  that  a  sufficient  and  credible  force  dissuade 
potential  advcsrsaries  from  contemplated  aggression  against 
U.  5.  national  interests.^  Amphibious  warfare  has  a 
significant  deterrent  value.  This  worth  is  derived  from  the 
ability  to  demonstrate  national  political  and  military  will 
in  close  proximity  to  adversarial  nations,  without  the  actual 
irreversible  commitment  of  military  force. ^  The  inherent 
mobility  of  amphibious  forces  maikes  them  flexible  and 
versatile.  The  'ability  to  launch  a  tactical  landing  force 
from  the  seaward  flank,  [represents]  an  attractive  component 
of  [the]  maritime  capability.'*^ 

The  amphibious  warfare  capability  of  the  United  States 
supports  this  policy  of  deterrence  and  the  military  strategic 
concepts  of  forward  presence  and  crisis  response . ^  This 
warfare  skill  may  not.  however,  offer  as  attractive  an  option 
now  as  it  has  in  the  past.  Proliferation  of  precision-guided 
anti— ship  weapons  represents  a  threat  to  amphibious  shipping. 
Many  nations  also  possess  access  to  near-real-time 
information  and  intelligence  gathering  assets.  The  potential 
to  acquire  and  kill  amphibious  ships  prior  to  the  initiation 
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of  an  assault  questions  the  feasibility  of  future  landings  of 
this  type.**  It  Must  be  noted,  however,  that  “no  potential 
adversary  of  the  United  States  has  the  Military  vherevithal 
to  defend  every  Mile  of  national  coastline.'**'  Providing  that 
an  eneny  nation  possesses  a  large  coastline,  the  nobility  of 
an  aMp)hibious  force  Maintains  the  elenent  of  surprise.  This 
element  is  necessary  if  an  amphibious  force  is  to  avoid 
detection  and  destruction  by  sophisticated  systems.** 

This  nation  invests  heavily  to  maintain  its  amphibious 
capability.  Although  the  number  of  ships  in  commission  vill 
decline  from  559  to  476  between  1987  and  1992,  the  number  of 
amphibious  ships  will  decline  at  a  lesser  rate  from  64  to  62. 
Between  fiscal  years  1991  and  1993,  the  Navy  intends  to 
procure  88  Karine  Corps  aircraft,  24  landing  Crafts  Air- 
cushioned  (ICACs) ,  and  4  ships  to  support  this  amphibious 
capability.  The  Navy  further  intends  to  spend  nearly  $37.5 
billion  dollars  on  Marine  Corps  operations  during  fiscal 
years  1990  to  1993.*’  Thus,  Congress  and  the  Navy  remain 
committed  to  an  amphibious  assault  capability.  Whether  or 
not  this  is  a  vise  choice  remains  the  subject  of  heated 
debate.  A  retired  Karine  colonel  recently  stated  that  'one 
either  accepts  the  premises  of  the  maritime  strategy  and  its 
corollary  long-term  requirement  for  an  amphibious  capability, 
or  one  does  not .  '** 

The  purpose  of  this  monograph,  then,  is  not  to  debate 
the  feasibility  of  amphibious  warfare,  but  rather  to  accept 
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its  cxmduct  as  a  missicsn  for  the  Navy,  examine  its  likely 
conduct,  and  comment  on  the  manner  in  vhich  surface  naval 
fire  support  can  buttress  these  amphibious  ventures.  The 
basic  research  question  addressed  is:  Are  current  naval 
surface  fires  sufficient  to  support  future  opposed  amphibious 
assault  operations? 

The  methodology  used  to  ansver  this  question  involves  an 
examination  of  the  theoretical  foundations  of  amphibious 
warfare.  Additionally,  historical  examples  of  amphibious 
operations  vill  be  reviewed  to  shed  light  on  the  importance 
of  naval  siirface  fire  support  in  past  amphibious  operations. 
The  evolution  of  current  and  future  amphibious  warfare  and 
its  associated  naval  surface  fire  support  doctrine  vill  be 
considered.  The  capability  to  support  amphibious  warfare 
with  naval  surface  fire  support  will  be  scrutinized.  These 
examinations  vill  be  conducted  using  the  criteria  of 
"necessary  and  sufficient."  "suitable,  feasible  and 
acceptable."  and  "affordable."  Finally,  conclusions  vill  be 
drawn  and  the  monograph  will  be  completed  with  a  discussion 
of  implications  for  future  amphibious  operations. 


rirAT.  TOITMDATIOIIS 


The  "classical"  theorists  wrote  little  about  amphibious 
operations  and  their  support .  Collectively,  their  work 
provides  a  foundation  for  the  xmderstanding  of  the  conduct  of 
modem  warfare,  including  amphibious  operations.  Although 
none  of  these  theorists  witnessed  such  an  operation,  the 
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military  thinkers  Clausevitz  and  Jomini  lived  during  a  period 
in  ehich  a  major  amphibious  assault  vas  contemplated. 

Sun  Tzu.  a  Chinese  theorist  mho  vrote  betveen  400 
320  noted  many  of  the  foundations  of  varfare.  His 

premise  that  "all  varf2ure  is  based  on  deception”^  vas 
complemented  by  his  exhortation  to  *  at  tack  vhere  he  is 
unprepared:  sally  out  vhen  he  does  not  expect  you. This 
combination  of  the  principles  of  deception  and  surprise  vere 
suggested  by  Sun  Tzu  to  esncourage  exploitation  of  defensive 
veaknesses.  The  Iraqi  scheme  during  the  Gulf  War  illustrated 
inherent  veaknesses  identified  by  Sun  Tzu  centuries  earlier. 
He  cautioned  that ; 

if  he  prepares  to  the  front  his  rear  vill  be  veak,  awH  if 
to  the  rear,  his  front  vill  be  fragile.  If  he  prep>ares  to 
the  left,  his  right  vill  be  vulnerable  and  if  to  the 
right,  there  vill  be  fev  on  his  loft.  And  when  he 
prepares  everywhere  he  vill  be  veak  everywhere.^* 

Weaknesses,  however,  c^umot  be  exploited  without  the 

assistance  of  information  and  intelligence. 

Knowledge  of  defensive  arrangements  is  critical  to  the 

execution  of  an  offensive  operation.  Sun  Tzu  warned: 

know  the  enemy  and  know  yourself;  in  a  hundred  battles  you 
will  never  be  in  peril.  When  you  are  ignorant  of  the 
enemy  but  know  yourself ,  your  chancres  of  winning  or  losing 
are  equal .  If  ignorant  both  of  your  enemy  of 
yourself,  you  are  certain  in  every  battle  to  be  in  peril. 

Of  p)erhaps  greater  importance  than  intelligence  in  the 

conduct  of  offensive  ojierations  is  the  principle  of  speed. 

Combined  with  surprise.  Sun  Tzu  explained  that  'speed  is 
the  essence  of  war.  Take  advantage  of  the  enemy's 


6 


unpreparedness;  travel  by  unexpected  routes  and  strike  bin 
vhere  he  heis  taken  no  precautions.”^  Conmanders  should 
consider  the  concern  Stm  Tzu  illuminated  vhen  he  cautioned 
that  "invincibility  lies  in  the  defense;  the  possibility  of 
victory  in  the  attack. 

The  nineteenth  century  German  Karl  von  Clausevitz 
agreed.  Clausevitz  believed  that  "defense  is  the  stronger 
form  of  vaging  var."“  To  overcome  this  strength.  Sun  Tzu 
championed  the  application  of  maneuver  through  the  use  of 
"the  extraordinary  and  the  normal  forces.  The  force  which 
confronts  the  enemy  is  normal;  that  which  goes  to  his  flanks 
the  extraordinary."”  Stin  Tzu  also  recognized  that  maneuver 
is  not  the  commander's  panacea.  He  forewarned  that  "nothing 
is  more  difficult  than  the  art  of  maneuver  .  .  .  both 
advantage  and  djuiger  are  inherent . 

The  nineteenth  century  Frenchman  Jpitoine  Henri  Jomini.  a 
contemporary  of  Clausevitz.  was  influenced  by  Sun  Tzu's 
analyses.  The  first  of  modem  theorists  to  write  about 
amphibious  operations.  Jomini  termed  them  "descents. *  He 
examined  the  only  amphibious  operation  contemplated  during 
his  life.  Napoleon's  proposed  invasion  of  England. Jomini 
noted  the  challenge  of  amphibious  operations,  and  believed 
that  all  other  maritime  expeditions  represented  lesser 
challenges.  He  saw  Napoleon's  failure  to  execute  this 
planned  landing  in  England  as  a  great  loss  to  ixisterity.^^ 
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Nevertheless  Jomini.  in  the  absence  of  example  for  the 


conduct  of  successful  amphibious  operations,  examined  the 
problem  and  offcsred  guidance.  Jomini  agreed  vith  Sun  Tzu  on 
the  importance  of  deception  and  surprise,^  and  he  understood 
the  impact  of  firepover  and  the  effects  of  fires  from  naval 
guns  on  the  conduct  of  amphibious  oiserations 

Jomini  recognized  the  difficulty  of  getting  an 
amp)hibious  assault  force  ashore.  Modem  commanders,  faced 
vith  the  same  dilemma,  have  sought  to  apply  the  principle 
vhich  Jomini  believed  to  be  the  most  paramount  in  vaur,  the 
principle  of  mass.  Jomini  believed  the  principle  fundamental 
to  all  operations  of  vetr  vas  to  throv  the  mass  of  an  army  on 
the  'decisive  points*  in  a  theater. 

Jomini  defined  ‘decisive  paints”  as  "points  the 
piossession  of  vhich  vould  give  the  control  of  .  .  .  the 
center  of  the  chief  lines  of  communication  in  a  country, 
and  fully  recognized  that  their  identification  represented  a 
challenge.  If  thcsse  points  could  be  identified,  Jomini  felt 
that  the  art  of  var  consisted  of  constructing  a  'line  of 
operations*  through  these  points.  The  construction  of  a  plan 
to  supixxrt  this  'line'  vas  fundamental  to  campaign  planning.^ 
Therefore,  the  correct  choice  of  landing  site  in  an 
amphibious  operation  depends  on  choosing  a  position  that 
gives  one  advantage  over  a  decisive  point  or  a  line  that 
links  decisive  points.  Jomini,  hovever,  determined  that  this 
choice  vas  not  sufficient  to  ensure  victory.  He  believed  the 
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morals  of  tho  armies  and  nations  vers  of  paramount  importance 
and  the  ingredients  vhich  made  victories  decisive.  Jomini 
concluded  his  argument  vith  the  belief  that  the  attacker 
possessed  the  moral  advantage  over  the  defender.^  Thus« 
vhile  theorists  argued  that  defense  vas  the  stranger  form  of 
var.  the  uncertainty  of  landing  site  location  and  timing  of 
the  attack  gave  the  attacker  a  possible  advantage  to  eiqiloit. 

These  thoughts,  hovever.  failed  to  link  land  and  naval 
warfare  theory.  This  shortfall  became  evident  when  the 
nineteenth  century  American  theorist  Alfred  Thayer  Mahan 
vrote  of  var  at  sea.  Mahan's  theory  represented  a  separate 
thought  pattern,  and  viewed  naval  and  land  warfares  as 
unrelated  emd  distinctly  separate  disciplines  of  var.^ 

The  twentieth  century  theorist  Sir  Julicm  Corbett 
attempted  to  correct  this  disi)arity  and  clarified  the 
relationship  of  naval  and  land  forces.  Like  Jomini.  Corbett 
vas  concerned  vith  lines  of  operations,  but  he  contradicted 
Mahan's  purely  naval  thought.  Instead,  he  proposed  that  no 
separation  be  drawn  between  army  and  naval  operations. 

Be  regarded  the  fleet  and  army  as  a  single  force,  the 
action  of  which  should  be  coordinated  in  purpose  to  achieve  a 
united  goal.  Corbett,  unlike  Mahan,  subverted  naval  strategy 
as  a  part  of  a  larger  maritime  strategy.  This  maritime 
strategy  determined  the  movements  of  the  fleet  in  relation  to 
the  actions  of  land  forces.  Corbett  encouraged  coordination 
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because  he  determined  that  it  vas  impcsssible  for  sea  power 

alone  to  decide  the  outcome  of  any  var.^  He  realized; 

since  men  live  ujson  the  land  and  not  upon  the  sea,  great 
issura  between  nations  at  war  have  always  been  decided — 
except  in  the  rarest  cases — either  by  what  your  army  can 
do  against  your  enemy's  territory  and  national  life  or 
else  by  the  fear  of  what  the  fleet  makes  it  possible  for 
your  army  to  do.** 

Like  Jomini.  Corbett  conside»red  elements  of  the  war  plan 
essential.  Rather  than  specifically  address  the  imfiortance 
of  the  lines  of  operations.  Corbett  generalized  and  professed 
that  the  paramount  concern  of  maritime  strategy  was  to 
determine  the  mutvial  relations  of  a  nation's  army  and  navy  in 
a  war  plan.  Corbett  echoed  Clausewitz  that  the  war  reflect 
the  aim  of  political  policy.^* 

Corbett  further  borrowed  from  Clausewitz  in  his 
examination  of  the  various  forms  of  war  and  found  that 
offense  and  defcmse  are  mutually  complementary.^  Amphibious 
oporations  exhibit  the  synthesis  of  different  aspiects  of 
warfare.  The  ampihibious  commander,  in  attempting  to  bring 
combat  pxiwer  to  bear  on  the  defender,  is  concurrently 
protecting  or  defending  his  force  to  preserve  combat  power. 
Like  Sun  Tzu.  Corbett  advocated  deception  and  surprise  and 
maintained  that  the  advantage  was  usually  secured  by  the  side 
which  seized  the  initiative,  either  by  dexterity  or  steal th.^^ 
Corbett  pxrovided  an  outstanding  example  of  deception  and 
uncertainty.  Unsure  of  a  threatezuxi  English  invasion. 
Hapoleon  ordered  his  Conscription  Director; 

to  work  out  a  scheme  for  p)roviding  a  piermanent  force  of  no 
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less  than  300,000  nen  from  the  National  Guard  to  defend 
the  French  coasts.  ‘With  30,000  nen  in  transport  [ships] 
at  the  Dovns, *  the  Emperor  vrote,  "the  English  can 
paralyze  300,000  of  my  army."*^ 

Thus,  the  threat  of  an  amphibious  assault  force  fixed  a 

defensive  army  ten  times  its  size.  Although  amphibious 

forces  may  not  alvays  fix  large  land  aormies,  the  same 

situation  occurred  in  the  Gulf  ¥ar.  An  afloat  Marine 

Expeditionary  Brigade  fixed  either  ten  or  eleven  Iraqi 

Divisions  along  the  Kuwaiti  Coast. ^  In  addition  to 

identifying  a  strata^  relevant  to  this  day,  Corbett  defined 

the  maritime  veur  phases  as:  first,  seize  the  territorial 

objective;  second,  force  an  attenuated  offensive  on  the 

enemy;  finally,  return  to  the  tactical  offensive  to  force  the 

enemy  to  accept  the  situation.^ 

Thus,  Corbett  delineated  the  manner  in  which  army  and 

naval  forces  are  integrated  to  achieve  a  common  goal.  The 

mid- twentieth  century  theorist  and  Naval  War  College 

consultant  Herbert  Rosinski  studied  theory  and  proposed  to 

restrict  this  combined  influence,  choosing  to  define  the 

limit  of  sea  power's  capacity  to  impose  in  land  struggles  as 

the  maximum  range  of  naval  gunnery.^  More  recently.  Colonel 

John  Warden,  USAF,  a  National  War  College  student,  recognized 

the  potential  of  new  technologies  and  loosened  this  limit. 

Warden  allowed  more  flexibility,  stating  that  "the 

theater  commander  must  determine  whether  he  can  best  attain 

his  objective  with  air,  sea,  or  land  forces.'*  Warden, 

however,  would  limit  the  assets  available  to  a  commander. 
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Like  the  early  air  theorist  Douhet,  Warden  believes  that  air 
superiority  is  the  number  one  goal  of  all  forces. Warden 
defines  air  superiority  as  'having  sufficient  control  of  the 
air  to  make  air  attacks  on  the  eneny  without  serious 
opposition  and  .  .  .  incursions.'*  Warden  states  that  'if 
air  superiority  is  accepted  as  the  first  goal,  then  clearly 
all  operations  must  be  subordinated  to  its  attainment . 

Warden,  therefore,  might  limit  the  air  assets  available 
to  a  cnmmnnder  condvicting  an  assault  concurrent  with  major 
air  operations.  In  doing  so.  Warden  would  force  this 
commander  to  rely  on  other  forms  of  fires  to  support  the 
operation.  If  one  accepts  that  the  goal  of  air  superiority 
applies  to  carrier-based  aviation,  as  well  as  land-based 
assets,  then  naval  sxirface  fires  take  on  increased  importance 
in  their  contribution  to  amphibious  assault  operations. 

RTgnnPTrAT.  KTAMTltATTOire 

An  example  of  amphibious  warfare,  the  landing  at 
Gallipoli  in  World  War  I  gave  credence  to  the  premise  that 
'of  all  the  operations  in  war,  historically  the  most 
difficult  azid  dangerous  has  been  to  mount  an  assault  from  the 
sea.'*  An  examination  of  this  landing  illustrates  the 
employment  of  fires  in  support  of  amphibious  operations. 

This  operation  was  designed  to  remove  pressure  on  the 
stalemated  Westcsm  Front  and  support  Ehissian  allies  by 
threatening  Entente  forces  on  a  front  perceived  as  vulnerable 
by  Allied  leaders.  Great  expectations  were  placed  cm  the 
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ability  of  a  £oxi:»  to  quickly  gain  success  by  bombarding 
Constantinople  and  knocking  Turkey  out  of  the  war.  This 
reasoning  was  encouraged  by  earlier: 


achievements  of  heavy  howitzer  against  the  forts  of  Liege 
and  Namur  [in  Belgium]  were  generally  believed  by 
[British]  ministers  to  presage  the  success  of  modem  naval 
gunfire — especially  the  new  15-inch  guns — against  the 
antiquated  works  at  the  Dardanelles.  Above  all  it  was 
felt  that  no  great  ham  would  be  done,  even  if  the 
operation  failed.  If  satisfactory  progress  [was]  not 
made,  the  bombardment  could  be  broken  off  and  the  fleet 
could  steam  away.^ 

Unfortunately,  this  operation  failed  to  force  the  Dardanelles 
and  alerted  the  opposition.^  Sir  Winston  Churchill,  the 
First  lord  of  the  Admiralty,  remained  optimistic  and  became 
convinced  that  an  assault  of  the  Gallipoli  Peninsula  was 
possible.  It  was  later  charged  that  Churchill  erred  and 
“over-estimated  the  value  of  naval  guns  with  low  trajectory 
against  land  defenses.*^ 

This  over-estimate  resulted  from  the  belief  that  the  new 

15-inch  guns  would  be  more  affective  than  past  systems, 

because  they  represented,  to  this  time,  the  largest  guns  ever 

made.  The  value  of  these  systems,  however,  “in  support  of 

the  amy  ashore  .  .  .  was  proved  a  disappointment .  “*  The 

British  belief  in  the  decisive  nature  of  a  bombardment  was 

unfounded.  It  was  detemined  that: 

a  bambardment  of  the  beach  defenses  by  flat- trajectory 
guns— especially  when  the  defenses  cannot  be  accurately 
located  beforehand— can  in  no  way  be  compared  in  effect 
with  the  preliminary  bombardment  and  barrage  fire  of  land 
operations.  The  naval  shells  are  not  man-killing 
projectiles.^ 
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These  guns  and  projectiles  vere  designed  and  constructed 

to  defeat  the  heavy  amor  of  other  battleships.  Thus,  these 

systeas  vere  employed  at  Gallipoli  in  a  manner  for  vhich  they 

vere  not  designed.  The  bombardments  that  preceded  the 

landings  did  not  accomplish  the  desired  results  because: 

the  guns  [vere  of  high  velocity  and]  flat  trajectory,  only 
fired  [armored  piercing]  shells  that  vere  inefficient 
against  defiladed  infantry  positions,  so  that  the 
assailants  ran  up  against  the  defenders,  vhose  resistance 
remained  intact . 

In  addition  to  the  problems  of  unsuitable  veapons  and 
ordnance,  command  and  control  problems  prevented  the  landing 
force  from  maximizing  the  naval  fire  support  assets 
available,  as  ”both  the  amy  and  navy  in  these  early  days  had 
everything  to  learn  vith  regard  to  the  best  »eaT»c  of 
directing  and  controlling  naval  fire  on  shorn  targets.'* 
Communications  of  fire  support  missions  vas  a  major  obstacle. 
The  British  navy  had  planned  to  communicate  vith  amy 
personnel  ashore  via  visual  signals,  radios,  and  aircraft. 

As  the  situation  develoiped,  this  planning  proved  futile 
because,  except  in  emergencies,  naval  radios  vere  not 
available  to  ansver  calls  for  fire.  For  the  majority  of  this 
operation,  then,  the  only  fom  of  reliable  shii)-to-shore 
communications  became  messengers.  Their  transport  vas 
provided  by  steam  launch,  and  the  limited  numbers  and 
unreliability  of  these  vessels  «ucerbated  the  r>nmmmnii  and 
control  difficulties  encountered.** 
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other  expedients  adopted  to  ensure  adequate  naval 


surface  fire  support  vorked  veil  and  remain  in  use  today. 

Map  locations  were  referenced  to  a  common  grid  system  to 
ensure  communication  of  desires,  and  naval  units  vere 
authorized  to  fire  on  Turkish  troops  or  guns  clearly  visible. 
Despite  these  arrangements,  fire  supixsrt  vas  still 
cumbersome.  It  vas  not  unusual  to  experience  fire  support 
delays  of  over  an  hour  betveen  the  placement  of  requests  and 
the  delivery  of  ordnance  on  target  vere  common.*^ 

Even  if  naval  surface  fire  support  vas  obtained,  its 
effect  vas  neither  devastating  nor  lasting.  Positions  bought 
under  fire  vere  often  reoccupied  after  the  bombardment  vas 
lifted.*^  The  effects  of  naval  surface  fires  vere  limited 
against  prepared  positions.  General  Sir  Ian  Hamilton,  the 
landing  force  commander,  frustratedly  exclaimed,  "the  shots 
from  our  naval  guns,  smashing  as  their  imi>act  appears,  might 
as  veil  be  confetti  for  all  the  effect  they  have.  .  .  . 

This  fire  support,  hovever,  initially  had  a  significant 
moral  effect  on  the  opposing  troops.  Once  the  enemy  became 
avare  of  the  limited  effect  armor-piercing  projectiles  had  on 
prepared  defenses,  this  effect  ceased.  The  Allied  soldiers 
still  continxied  to  appreciate  the  sound  of  the  projectiles 
overhead,  and  mistakenly  believed  they  badly  hurt  the  Turks. 

Conversely,  Allied  soldiers  suffered  under  the  strain  of 
enemy  machine  guns  and  the  defensive  trench  systems  once 
stalemate  occurred.  These  enemy  defenses  represented  a 
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difficult  obstacle.  Hard  to  discern,  even  by  observation 
balloons,  their  construction  vas  such  that  the  ship's  flat- 
trajectory  amor-piercing  rounds  had  little  or  no  effect.*^ 

On  espused  troops,  hovever,  naval  surface  fire  support 
vas  coordinated  and  effective  in  several  instances.  The 
battleship  Albion  ‘effectively  stopped  [an  eneay]  counter¬ 
attack  [and]  the  incident  undoubtedly  had  nuch  to  do  vith  the 
delay  on  the  remainder  [of  the]  French  front . Other 
attacks  by  massed  troops  were  disrupted  by  supporting  ships. 
One  incident  represented  a  watershed  for  the  landing.  A 
counterattack  vas  broken,  and: 

this  incident,  plainly  visible  to  the  Turks  in  other 
portions  of  the  line,  had  a  marked  effect.  For  over  three 
months,  the  Turks  made  no  further  attempt  at  Anzac  [beach] 
by  daylight  over  ground  that  vas  in  direct  viev  of  the 
supporting  ships.** 

Fire  support,  hovever,  vas  not  a  panacea  for  this  or 
other  assaults  of  the  period.  In  a  manner  similar  to  the 
Somme  offensive,  once  stalemate  occurred,  fire  support  vas 
neither  capable  of  reducing  an  entrenched  enemy  nor  able  to 
guarantee  the  advance  of  infantry.  Additionally,  shortages 
reduced  the  amount  of  ordnance  available.  long  lines  of 
communication  from  Europe  to  the  Aegean  Sem  emacer bated  the 
hardship.  As  a  result,  the  shells  expended  in  support  of  the 
landing  diminished: 

26-28  April  (Dfl  to  DfS);  14,444  rounds  fired. 

05-09  May  (I>fl0  to  l>fl4);  3,489  rounds  fired. 

This  decline  contributed  to  the  demise  of  Allied  morale  and 
eased  the  strain  on  the  enemy.  Although  a  real  problem. 
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logistic  constraints  vsre  not  tho  cause  of  fire  support 
termination.  The  recent  sinking  of  the  Zusitaaia  raised 
ooncems  over  the  menace  offered  by  enemy  submarines.*’ 

These  fears  vere  justified,  for  it  vas  the  German 

submarine  threat  that  led  to  the  ccMssation  of  fire  support. 

The  German  submarine  If-21  sank  the  British  battleship  Triumph 

off  the  Gallipoli  Peninsula.  The  British  fleet  commander; 

at  once  ordered  all  his  capital  ships  to  vithdraval  to  the 
safety  of  Murdos  Harbor  [a  Greek  Island  removed  from  the 
landing  sites],  save  for  the  old  battleship  Majestic. 
vhich  remained  vith  the  destroyer  off  [the  Gallipoli 
Peninsula],  until  she  too  van  sunk  by  M-21.'^ 

After  further  stagnation,  the  Allies  accepted  failure 
and  vithdrev.  Following  the  end  of  World  War  I.  “the  history 
of  the  Gallipoli  debacle  became  a  textbook  example  and 
convinced  most  staff  planners  that  any  daylight  assault 
against  a  defended  shore  vas  impossible.*’^  These  planners 
believed  that  it  vas  easy  to  defeat  this  style  of  attack  at 
the  shoreline,  because  the  amphibious  landing  process  vas  too 
slow  and  the  landing  force  too  exposed  to  defending  fires. 

The  United  States  Navy  lacked  the  luxury  of  dismissing 
the  amphibious  warfare  option.  The  Japanese  threat  in  the 
Pacific  between  World  Wars  I  and  II  vas  credible.  As  such, 
the  Pacific  war  plan  required  forces  to  seize  airfields  to 
defeat  predictod  early  Japanese  gains  in  a  Pacific  conflict, 
vhich  many  planners  regarded  as  inevitable.’’  Thus,  the  Navy 
and  Marine  Corps  team  expexuied  much  effort  and  during 

the  1920s  and  1930s  studying  Gallipoli,  developing  amphibious 
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doctrine,  and  practicing  landings.  These  extensive  efforts 

resulted  in  the  1934  publication  of  the  Tmtativw  TjiiiHina 

Ont%T»n»-ir>M  Manujil  This  docunent : 

outlined  six  major  operations  as  being  essential  [to  the 
conduct  of  amphibious  operations]:  (1)  command 
relationships;  (2)  naval  gunfire  support;  (3)  aerial 
support;  (4)  ship-to-shore  movement;  (5)  securing  the 
beachhead;  and  (6)  logistics.''^ 

The  doctrine  addressed  the  issues  of  naval  gunfire  support 

feasibility,  fire  control  coordination  azul  communications. 

and  provided  solutions  for  their  conduct . These  solutions 

vere  demonstrated  and  refined  the  numerous  ampihibious 

operations  conducted  in  World  War  II.  So  effective  vas  the 

develojied  technique  that  Lieutenant  General  Kuribayashi. 

commander  of  the  Japanese  forces  at  Ivo  Jima.  informed  his 

superiors  that : 

however  firm  and  stout  pillboxes  you  may  build  at  the 
beach,  they  vill  be  destroyed  by  bombardbumt  of  [the]  main 
armament  of  the  battleships.  Power  of  the  American 
warships  and  aircraft  makes  every  landing  operation 
possible  to  whatever  beachhead  they  like.^ 

Though  successful,  these  Pacific  amphibious  operations  of  the 

United  States  were  characterized  by  heavy  loss  of  life  by 

both  the  landing  force  Marines  and  their  ship>-ba8ed  naval 

support  units.  This  support  shipping  presented  a  lucrative 

target  and  vas  the  subject  of  intensive  attack  from  enemy  sea 

and  air  platforms. 

The  amphibious  opierations  at  Leyte  and  Okinawa  toward 
the  end  of  World  War  II  introduced  a  new  challenge  to  the 
survival  of  these  ships.  It  appeared  in  the  form  of  suicide 
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attacks  from  the  sky  on  01  November  1944.  Of  six  ships  that 
suffered  suicide  crashes  that  day,  four  crashes  were  probably 
delibcsrate  /comjJcozo  or  attacks.^*  Although  ships  suffered 
air  attacks  throughout  the  war,  this  threat  vas  more  menacing 
because  the  damage  inflictcKl  by  the  crashed  aircraft  caused 
greater  destruction  than  bombs  or  torpedoes. 

The  number  of  suicide  attacks  peaked  during  operations 

at  Okinawa.  Between  26  March  and  07  June  1945,  368  ships 

were  damaged  in  this  manner.^  Approximately  7,830  aircraft 

were  sacrificesd  by  the  Japanese,^  but  the  realized  return  was 

significant.  Evan  though  the  U.  S.  possessed  air  superiority 

and  picket  destroyers  were  deployed  to  provide  warning, 

battle  damage  farced  five  of  eleven  Ahsnsr-class  carriers  to 

withdraw.^  Concern  over  attacks  vas  great,  ^.uid 

Admiral  Spruance  reported  to  Admiral  Mimitz: 

the  skill  and  effectiveness  of  enemy  suicide  air  attacks 
and  the  rate  of  loss  and  damage  to  ships  are  such  that  all 
available  means  should  be  employed  to  prevent  fvirther 
attacks.  Recommend  all  available  attacks  with  all 
available  planes.  .  . 

Nimitz  concurred,  but  despite  the  increased  effort  to  defeat 
this  threat,  the  Navy's  A’darj'A’aur^inf licted  casualties  during 
the  Okinawa  campaign  were  significant.  Naval  losses 
represented  39^  killed  and  13^  wounded  of  the  total  American 
battle  casualties  suffered  in  this  campaign.'^  Great  effort 
vas  expended,  but  the  Navy  vas  never  able  to  defeat  this 
threat,  and  suffered  losses  accordingly. 
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Thus,  the  Navy  concluded  its  action  in  World  far  II  vith 
an  operation  that  demanded  a  respect  from  ships  engaged  in 
fire  support  operations.  Bombardments  telegraphed  the 
arrival  of  an  assault  and  forewarned  the  defender.  The 
longer  the  bombardment,  the  greater  the  warning.  Loss  of 
surinrise  allowed  the  defcsnder  reaction  time  to  plan  for  a 
counter-attack  of  the  assaulting  force.  The  predicament  of 
sufficient  bombardment  versus  too  much  warning  troubled  many 
amphibious  warriors.  Consideration  for  this  dilemma  would 
play  greatly  in  planning  for  the  next  major  amphibious 
assault  performed  by  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  team.  This 
opcxration  at  Inchon  during  the  Korean  Conflict  reemphasized 
one  of  the  lc»ssons  learned  in  previous  landings;  the 
importance  of  surprise  in  amphibious  operations. 

The  assault  at  Inchon.  Korea  in  September.  1950  absorbed 
the  lesson  of  surprise  and  represented  a  transition  in 
amphibious  warfare.  Although  demonstrated  during  the  landing 
at  Tinian  during  World  War  II  where  'maneuver  warfare  and 
surprise,  not  brute  force,  gave  the  Marines  their  most 
effective  landing  of  the  war.  this  technique  represented 
the  exception,  rather  than  the  rule,  during  World  War  II. 

Inchon  manifested  the  departure  of  amidiibious  operations 
from  warfare  based  upon  attrition.  Although  still  an  attack 
of  a  defending  enemy.  Inchon  was  based  on  surprise  and 
maneuver  versus  overwhelming  firepower  and  attrition. 

General  MacArthur  desired  an; 
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amphibious  landing  of  a  tvo-division  corps  in  rear  of 
enemy  lines  for  [the]purpose  of  enveloping  and  destroying 
enemy  forces  in  conjunction  vith  [a  land]  attack  from 
[the]  south  by  [the]  Eighth  Army.  I  am  firmly  convinced 
early  and  strong  effort  behind  his  front  vill  sever  his 
main  lines  of  communication  and  enable  us  to  deliver  a 
decisive  and  crushing  blo«.  .  .  .  The  alternative  is  a 
frontal  attack  vhich  can  only  result  in  a  protracted  and 
expensive  campaign.” 

MacArthur  reasoned  that  the  bulk  of  the  enemy's  combat  pover 
was  committed  against  forces  vithin  the  Pusan  perimeter. 
Although  a  frontal  attack  to  break  out  of  the  pcsrimeter  vas 
possible,  he  predicted  it  vould  cause  one  hundred  thousand 
Allied  casualties.  MacArth\ir  believed  that  "the  North 
Koreans  were  unprepared  for  an  enveloping  attack,  least  of 
all  at  such  a  place  as  Inchon."” 

Many  detracted  from  the  concept  of  a  landing  at  Inchon, 
hovever.  Members  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  found  the 
suggested  landing  a  gamble,  but  MacArthur  considered  their 
arguments  and  decided  in  favor  of  an  assault.  He  believed 
that  "the  amphbious  landing  is  the  most  powerful  tool  ve 
have."”  MacArthur  further  felt  that  the  landing  must  be 
conducted  deep  in  the  enemy  rear  to  be  effective,  a  belief 
deeply  rooted  in  his  personal  theory  of  warfare.  MacArthur 
perceived  that : 

the  deep  envelopment,  based  on  surprise,  which  severs  the 
enemy  supply  lines,  is  and  always  has  been  the  most 
decisive  maneuver  of  war.  A  short  envelopment,  vhich 
fails  to  envelop  and  leaves  the  enemy's  supply  system 
intact,  merely  divides  your  own  forces  and  can  lead  to 
heavy  loss  and  even  jeopardy.” 

The  real  question  remained  not  the  type  of  operation 
desired,  but  rather  how  to  support  it.  The  gunfire  support 
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officer  strenuously  objected  to  Inchon  as  the  landing  site. 

He  prepared  a  list  of  all  possible  obstructions  to  the 
conduct  of  a  landing:  Inchon  possessed  all  of  the  undesirable 
characteristics.*^  Perhaps  for  this  reason.  Macifthur  chose 
Inchon .  He  reasoned  that  the  enemy  commander  would  also 
analyze  the  problem  and  determine  that  no  force  would 
consider  landing  at  such  an  ixihospitable  location.** 

Due  to  the  restricted  nature  of  the  channel  approach  to 
Inchon,  no  cruisers  or  battleships  could  risk  entering  the 
harbor  to  provide  support.  If  such  a  vessel  grounded,  the 
channel  would  be  bloclced  and  the  landing  complicated  or 
terminated.  Thus,  the  only  naval  siirface  fire  support 
employed  were  three  medium-rocket-landing-ships  and  sim 
destroyers  armed  with  5-inch  naval  gims.  The  destroyers 
anchored  in  the  channel  and  brought  the  island  that  dominated 
the  landing  area  under  fire.  The  plan  called  far  two 
separate  fire  support  periods  of  one  hour  duration;  the  fire 
support  ships  did  not  remain  in  the  harbor  during  low  tide 
because  of  the  probability  of  grounding  or  stranding.** 

During  the  first  period,  the  six  destroyers  fired  998 
rounds  and  sticceeded  in  silencing  enemy  gun  positions,  but 
not  without  loss.  Three  of  the  destroyers  were  hit  by  anti¬ 
tank  fire  from  the  beach,  but  suffered  only  superficial 
damage  and  one  death.** 

A  damaged  ship  was  removed  from  action  and  five 
destroyers  returned  on  the  next  tide  for  the  second  support 
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period.  The  destroyers  received  no  fire  vhile  they  bonbarded 
their  targets  for  forty  minutes.  These  ships  fired  1732 
rounds  during  seventy-five  minutes  of  action  and  silenced  all 
opposition.’* 

The  following  morning  the  assault  was  made  under  the 
direct  support  of  the  medium-rocket-landing-ships.  Naval 
fires  supported  the  landing  by  destroying  heavy  weapons  that 
could  have  damaged  or  destroyed  ami>hibious  shipping  as  it 
approached  the  landing  site.  "D-Day  operations  were 
completed  on  schedule  with  all  objectives  taken,  at  a  cost  of 
but  21  killed  175  wounded.  *’*  Narking  the  transition  of 
amphibious  operations  from  attrition  to  maneuver  warfare, 
MacArthur  shoved  that: 

amphibious  warfare  in  not  simply  the  delivery  of  troops 
ashore  administratively,  but  the  prosecution  of  land 
operations  using  the  seaward  flank,  with  all  the  attendant 
advantages  of  nobility,  surprise,  and  the  scope  for 
ingenuity  and  variation.” 

doctbihe 

An  amphibious  assault  is  defined  by  joint  doctrine  as 
"an  attack  launched  from  the  sea  by  naval  and  landing  forces 
embarked  in  ships  or  craft  involving  a  landing  on  a  hostile 
shore.'”  This  doctrine  states  that  this  assault  represents 
the  principle  type  amphibious  operation.”  Narine  Corps 
doctrine  for  the  conduct  of  these  assaults  has  evolved  to 
reflect  the  lessons  of  the  past  and  is  based  on  maneuver. 
Doctrine  for  this  maneuver  warfare  now  professes  the 
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coKpleBsntary  and  dependent  nature  of  fire  and  maneuver  and 
separates  maneuver  from  attrition  as  a  difference  in  style.** 
This  style  differs  in  that  maneuver  stems  from  a  desire 
to  get  around  a  problem  and  attack  it  from  positional 
advemtage.  rather  than  smash  it  frontally  through  attrition. 
Maneuver  warfare  is  a  "philosophy  that  seeks  to  shatter  the 
enemy's  cohesion  through  a  series  of  rapid,  violent,  and 
unexpected  actions.  To  accomplish  this  goal,  the  aim 

of  maneuver  is  "to  render  the  enemy  incapable  of  resisting  by 
shattering  his  moral  and  physical  cohesion  .  .  .  rather  than 
to  destroy  him  physically  through  incremental  attrition."** 

The  Marine  Corps'  emerging  view  of  maneuver  warfare  is 
embodied  in  the  concept  of  over-the-horizon  amphibious 
assault.  This  concept  represents  the  evolution  from 
attrition  to  maneuver  warfare  because  it  accxipts  the 
realities  of  modem  warfare  and  the  proliferation  of 
sophisticated  technology.**  Sophisticated  threats  to 
amiihibious  warfare  exist  in  many  forms,  including  detection 
and  tracking  by  over-head  surveillance  systems.  Third-world 
nations  possess  access  to  this  information,  furnished  by 
other  governments  or  private  corporations .  *** 

The  requirement  to  launch  an  assault  from  distance  has 
evolved  in  response  to  the  ranges  and  accuracy  of 
sophisticated  anti-ship  systems.***  Many  first-  and  second- 
world  countries  currently  ixjssess  such  systems.  The  Marine 
Corps  suggests  that,  by  the  turn  of  the  century,  assaults 
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against  tvelvs  potential  third-vorld  opponents  vould  require 

an  assault  from  over-the-horizon  due  to  these  dangers.*** 

Marine  Corps  Officers  suggest  that: 

in  a  MAF-sized  assault,  this  translates  into  a  tactical 
nobility  requirement  to  land  the  assault  elements  of  2 
regimental  landing  teams  in  90  minutes  over  a  ship-to- 
shore  distance  of  50  nautical  miles,  in  either  a  2/'3-by- 
air  l/’3-by-8urface  mode,  or  the  reverse.*** 

Combined  with  the  perceived  requirement  to  support  a  Marine 

Amphibious  Force  /  Amphibious  Task  Force  assault  landing  vith 

up  to  forty-seven  fire  support  ships  and  six  carriers,  these 

requirements  pose  many  unansvered  questions  for  amphibious 

warriors  to  ponder.***  One  issue  regards  the  fire  support  of 

such  an  operation  from  over-the-horizon,  because  the  Marine 

Corps  desires  that  suppressive  firepower  effects  support 

their  maneuver.***  The  Marine  Corps  proposes  that: 

the  aim  is  not  an  unfocused  application  of  firepower  for 
the  purpose  of  incrementally  reducing  the  enemy's  physical 
strength.  Rather,  it  is  the  s»/ec^j(>9  application  of 
firepower  in  support  of  maneuver  to  contribute  to  the 
enemy's  shock  and  moral  disruption.  The  greatest  value  of 
firepower  is  not  physical  destruction — the  cumulative 
effects  of  which  are  felt  only  slowly — but  the  moral 
dislocation  it  causes.*** 

The  Marine  Corps  does  not  advocate  attrition  through 
firepower,  but  rather  maneuver  to  facilitate  the 
concentration  of  strength  against  crititsaJ  enemy  decisive 
points.  Rather  than  the  bombardments  of  World  War  Il-era 
landings,  the  Marine  Corps  advocates  selective  destruction 
of  key  enemy  assets,  because  they  place  greater  importance 
in  the  potential  of  surprise.  In  theory.  Navy  doctrine 
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supports  this  Marine  Corps  concept  of  over-the-horizon 
amphibious  assault.*^ 

Current  naval  doctrine  is  derived  from  joint  direction 
which  identifies  these  fires  as  a  supporting  arm  in 
amphibious  opesrations.  This  doctrine  maintains  that  "fires 
are  delivered  to  destroy  or  neutralize  defenses  capable  of 
opposing  landing  subsequent  operations  ashore."^***  These 
fires  must  be  coordinated  vith  those  of  aircraft  and 
artillery  to  ensure  conservation  of  assets  and  safety.  This 
coordination  is  based  on  application  of  the  folloving 
principles: 

-Avoid  unnecessary  duplicaticm  of  missions. 

-Do  not  unduly  endanger  friendlif»  during  mission 
execution. 

-Minimize  interfcxrence  between  different  means  of 
support . 

-Employ  each  means  of  support  on  missions  best  suited 
and  consistent  with  its  capabilities. 

-Control  fires  at  lowest  echelon  capable  of  adequately 
performing  this  function. 

-Maintain  a  common  system  of  target  designation. 

All  naval  surface  fire  support  coordination  within  the  task 
force  is  conducted  by  a  Supporting  Arms  Cbordinaticm  Center 
(SACC)  located  on  the  commander's  flagship.  Planning  of 
fires  is  based  on  the  following  requirements: 

-Sufficient  ships  and  spotting  assets  assigned. 

-Sufficient  quantities  and  types  of  munitions  available. 

-Adequate  sea  room  and  suitable  hydrographic  conditions 
for  safe  maneuver  of  ships. 

-Maintenance  of  local  sea  superiority. 

-Positive  observation  of  fire  support  target  areas. 

-Separate  communication  circuits  for  coordination. 

-Sufficient  time  to  effect  essential  destructive  fires. 

-Complete  integration  of  naval  surface  fire  support  vith 
landing  force  scheme  of  maneuver.*** 
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These  requirements  are  considered  by  the  amphibious  task 


force  commander,  mho  is  that  officer  "responsible  for  the 

preparation  of  the  fire  support  plan,  based  on  the  suiiport 

requirements  presented  by  the  landing  force  commander,  and  cm 

[other]  naval  recjuirements .  "***  Recjuirements  for  suppcart  are: 

8i:redncxl.  rec:onciled.  and  consolidated  at  eac:h  ec:hel(m 
through  vhic:h  the  recjuests  pass,  kt  the  landing  force 
level,  after  final  screening  and  coordination,  the 
recpiests  are  collated  and  constitute  the  consolidated 
naval  [surface]  fire  reciuest.  This  ccmsolidated  request 
is  submitted  ...  to  the  amphibious  task  force  commander. 
On  the  basis  of  this  consolidated  reqpiest  and  the 
availability  of  fire  sup>port  means,  daily  assignments  best 
suited  to  meet  the  landing  force  recjuirements  are  made  by 
the  amphibious  task  foxce  cxammander .  *** 

Assignment  of  means  constitutes  the  naval  surfaco  fire 
support  plan.  This  plan  is  divided  into  pre-d-day.  d-day. 
and  post'-d-day  naval  scirfaco  fire  suppcsrt  plans.  These  plans 
supixxrt  the  cxmduct  of  cJoso  stfppaartjjaff  fjjrats  in  support  of 
the  landing  and  chqp  jatazx/jctioa  Utos.  These 

fires  are  provided  by  ships  in  eithenr  direct  support  of  a 
battalicm-sized  unit,  cr  goBeral  support  of  a  regimental¬ 
sized  unit  or  larger.  The  joccedures  for  the  coordination 
and  conduct  of  naval  surface  fire  support  are  addressed  in 
Naval  Warfare  Publicmticm  22-2(Iiev.  B).  Supporting  Arms  in 
Aaphibipua  Operationa-^^ 


■AVAL  SOBFACE  FIRE  SOPPOBT: 


AND  FimiBE 


Present  naval  surface  fire  support  can  be  brokcm  dovn 
into  several  parts:  weapons  and  cxiuipment;  target 
accpiisition  assets;  command,  control,  and  communicaticms.*^ 
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To  understand  the  capabilities  of  naval  surface  fire  support, 
it  is  useful  to  examine  each  of  these  parts. 

BEAPOMS  SYSTEMS 

The  following  missile  systems  are  currently  available  in 
the  fleet  inventory  to  provide  naval  surface  fire  support: 


Hoia 

Platform 

Tomahawk 

Conventional 

700nm 

Various 

BGH-1Q9C 

Unitary  or 

Ships  or 

BGM-109D 

Submuni  t  ions 

Submarines*** 

Harpoon 

Conventional 

70nm 

Various 

SLAM 

Unknown 

Ships**’ 

Tomahawk 

is  a  "shoot  and  forget*  precision 

weapon. 

.  while 

Barpoon(SLAM)  requires  guidance  from  an  1-6  bnaher  or  SH-60B 
anti-submarine  helicopter.^** 

The  following  list  represents  those  gun  systems 
available  to  provide  naval  surface  fire  support: 


PmvIi-mH 

16-inch 

16/50Mk7 

19001b  (HE) 

39,046m 

2 

27001b  (AP) 

2 

5-inch 

5/45Mk54 

73.01b  (HE) 

24,000m 

20iV 

5/'45Mk42 

73.81b  (HE) 

23,000m 

26 

5/38Mk28 

73.81b  (HE) 

16,000m 

25 

5/301fk30 

73.81b  (HE) 

23,600m 

24**« 

Although  not  listed  here,  the  76am  OTO  Melara  gun  installed 
in  Oli  par  Baxard  Atrry^lass  Frigates  is  capable  of  providing 
self -protect ion.  The  lack  of  an  optical  sight  in  the  fire 
control  system  and  range  limitations**’  of  the  system  prevent 
this  ship-class  from  conducting  gunfire  support.** 

Several  of  the  above  will  not  be  available  to  support 
operations  in  the  future.  The  ibiv-Class  Battleships  are 
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being  decommissioned.  ¥heth«r  their  16-inch/’50calMk7  and  5- 

inch/’38calMk28  systems  will  remain  in  the  inactive  fleet  for 

reactivation  is  the  subject  of  ddbate.^* 

An  examination  of  these  weapons'  range  cai>abilities 

highlights  the  limited  assets  available  to  provide  naval 

surface  fires  in  support  of  over-the-horizon  amphibious 

assaults.  Ho  current  giins  possess  the  characteristics 

necessary  to  range  the  shore  from  over-the-horizon. 

The  Marine  Corps  considers  this  limitation  of  sufficient 

importance  to  issue  a  point  paper  proclaiming  that  "the  long 

range  MSFS  requirement  reskaizus  unfulfilled*  that 

‘with  the  planned  retirement  of  the  two  remaining 

battleships^  the  Navy's  ability  to  provide  all  weather, 

around-the-clock  intermediate  range  MSFS  will  be  lost . 

Vhat  this  point  p>aper  fails  to  examine  is  whether  such 

support  is  "necessary  and  sufficient,”  "suitable,  feasible, 

and  acceptable,"  and  "affordable." 

Based  on  a  1985  "Naval  Surface  Fire  Support  Study, "  this 

paper  delineates  a  HECE5SABT  need: 

to  support  over-the-horizon  (OTH)  amidiibious  assault 
operations  [with  a  required]  all  weather,  around-the-clock 
long  range  MSFS  capable  of  [ranging  targets]  up  to  60 
nautiisal  niles.^ 

Assuming  that  this  requirement  is  both  required  and 
MECESSAR7,  this  "indispensable  and  essential"^^*  need  is 
fulfilled  by  both  the  Tomahawk  and  Harpoon (SLAM-variant)  land 
attack  missiles,  which  both  satisfy  the  requirement . 
Additionally,  these  systems  provide  an  increase  in  firepower 
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volume,  espanding  the  ships  capable  of  providing  deep  fires 
to  more  than  200  platfoms.^^^  Therefore,  these  missiles  are 
SUFFICIEHT  to  meet  the  requirement  in  that  they  are  "enough 
to  meet  the  necxls  of  a  situation  or  proposed  end"^^^  in  terms 
of  both  range  and  firepower.  The  SUFFICIENCY  of  these 
systems  is  demonstrated  in  the  quemtum  leap  threat  that 
Tomahavk  providen  by  the  increased  scope  of  enemy  facilities 
it  places  at  risk  vhen  compared  with  conventional  gun 
systems. This  capability  is  best  exploited  in  the  third- 
vorld  nations.  Due  to  their  axistere  infra-strxu:tures.  the 
number  of  critical  targets  and  availability  of  alternative 
facilities  is  limited.  Additionally,  relatively  few 
facilities  vill  be  hardened,  and  the  capacity  to  repair 
damage  vill  be  restricted.^ 

Are  these  missile  systems  SUITABLE,  ‘or  adapted  [for]  a 
use  or  purpose"^  in  the  support  of  over<-the-barizon 
amphibious  assaults?  These  systems  deliver  ordnance  on 
target  vith  unparalleled  accuracy.  For  reasons  of  accuracy 
and  range.  "Tomahavk  land-attack  missiles  [and  Harpoon ( SLAM ) ] 
are  SUITABLE  for  employment  in  three  general  strike  roles; 
defense  suppression,  interdiction  and  surgical  strike."** 

The  SUITABLE  missions  for  these  weapons  are  limited 
only  by  imagination.  To  apply  the  principle  of  surprise. 
preemptive  attacks  might  target  decisive  points  such  as  an 
adversary's  naval  assets,  fuel  and  ammunition  stockpiles, 
air-defense  facilities,  or  key  logistical  infrastructure 


30 


sites  in  an  effort  to  deliver  or  support  a  fatal  blov.^*  This 
surprise  could  be  achieved  by  Tonahavk-capable  nuclear 
submarines  able  to  move  covertly  and  launch  their  missiles 
tindetected .  ^ 

As  proof  of  surprise,  it  must  be  noted  that  Tomahavk 
missiles  that  struck  their  targets  in  Baghdad  vith  as  much  if 
not  mars  stealth  than  their  manned  one  hundred  million  dollar 
counterparts,  the  F~117  Fighters.*^  The  performance  of  these 
weapons  systems  during  the  Gulf  Var  fully  demonstrated  the 
FEASIBILITY  or  'capability'^  these  veapons  possess  in  their 
ability  to  deliver  ordnance.  It  is  this  ability  that 
represents  the  paramount  criterion  for  the  evaluation  of  any 
veapons  system.^ 

Tomahavk  missiles  also  possess  the  ability  to  home  on 
selected  active  radars,*^  providing  the  ability  to  goad  an 
enemy  into  turning  on  air-defense  radars  so  anti-radiation 
Tomahavks  can  destroy  them.^  Finally,  a  variant  of  Tamaluvik 
missiles  can  attack  multiple  targets,  deploying  submunitions 
at  each  site.  The  submunitions  can  destroy  aircraft  and  soft 
targets.**  Thus,  it  is  FEASIBLE  for  individual  Tomahavk 
missiles  to  perform  the  mission  of  several  strike  aircraft. 

Of  great  value,  then,  is  the  ACCEPTABLE  or 
'satisfactory'*^’  manner  in  which  these  weapons  esecute  their 
missions.  These  missiles  may  complement  the  employment  of 
subeequent  strike  aircraft  missions  by  softening  or 
destroying  heavily  defended  targets  and  preventing 
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uonecossary  attrition  of  mannexl  aircraft, thereby 
preserving  the  reusable  asset .  In  addition  to  preserving 
aircraft  sorties,  cruise  missiles  have  the  ability  to  attack 
highly  defended  targets  without  endangering  pilot's  lives. 
Cruise  missiles,  due  to  their  pinpoint  accuracy  (circular 
error  of  probabilities  between  one  and  ten  feet),  may  attack 
their  target  with  less  collateral  damage  to  nearby  civilian 
installations  than  may  be  caused  by  manniwi  aircraft  attack.*^* 

Thus,  it  is  more  ACCEPTABLE  to  send  a  cruise  missile 
into  danger  than  an  aircraft.  Reasonable  men  demonstrate  a 
natural  reltictance  to  accept  unnecessary  casualties  in  one's 
own  forces.  This  desire  to  limit  casualties  extends  to  the 
enemy  civilian  population  as  well,  and  is  manifested  by  a 
desire  not  to  incur  public  outcry  over  human  rights 
violations  of  innocent  victims  located  near  military 
targets.*^  The  ex-Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  for 
Surface  Warfare  eloquently  summed  up  this  argument  after  the 
Gulf  War.  He  questioned  "why  is  a  man  still  required  to 
bring  his  airplane  to  the  target,  risking  his  machine  and 
himself,  just  to  line  up  the  sight?”*^  Technology  has 
obviated  this  requirement  of  endangering  men's  lives  to 
deliver  ordnance  on  target.  At  issue,  then,  is  whether  or 
not  it  is  AFFORDABLE  to  employ  these  systems  in  support  of 
over-the-horizon  amphibious  assault  operations. 

The  AFF0RDABILIT7  or  ability  *to  manage  or  bear  [the] 
cost  [of  use  of  these  missiles]  without  serious  loss  or 
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detriment”*^  represents  one  of  the  best  arguments  in  favor  of 
these  uses  of  the  Tomahavk  and  Harpoon(SLAM)  in  support  of 
amphibious  operations.  Some  vould  choose  to  argue  that 
Tomahavks  are  expensive  veapons  and  vill  be  scarce  vhen 
compared  to  the  inventory  of  iron  hnmhs  and  non- 
technologically  advanced  projectiles.*^  Tomahavks,  hovever. 


expensive  compiared  to  vhat?  The  Tomahavk  is  usually 
compared  to  an  iron  bomb;  [1.2]  million  dollars  versus 
$5S,Q00.  The  comparison  excliides  the  launching  platform — 
the  airplane,  its  equally  expensive  suijport  system,  and 
pe^le.  The  Navy  or  Air  Force  attack  aircraft  or  bomber 
requires  pilots  and  maintenance  crevs — people  vho  must  be 
paid,  trained,  and  housed.  Several  thousand  cruise 
missiles  might  require  no  more  than  a  dozen  technicians. 
Furthermore,  cruise  missiles  do  not  require  air  bases  vith 
commissaries  and  government  quarters.*^ 

In  terms  of  dollars,  then,  the  cruise  missile  represents  a 

bargain.  These  missiles  can  protect  and  conserve  valuable 

reusable  assets  and  generate  local  air  superiority 

penetrating  third-generation  integrated  air  defense  systems 

(lADS).*^^  This  act  vould  then  allov  manned  aircraft  to 

deliver  ordnance  on  enemy  targets  vith  reduced  risk,  as 

recently  demonstrated. 

Just  like  any  expensive  asset,  hovever,  these  missiles; 

should  be  reserved  for  those  targets  vorth  the  cost.  The 
Tomahavk  is  capable  of  penetrating  sophisticated  target 
defenses  and  delivering  its  varhead  vith  precise  accuracy. 
If  the  "cost”  of  the  mission  is  driven  by  expectcKl 
aircraft  attrition  rates,  or  if  the  air  ving  is  othervise 
engaged,  then  the  Tomahavk  is  an  appropriate  choice  of 
strike  veapon.*^ 

A  final  point  concerning  AFFORDABILITY  of  cruise  missiles 
remains  the  consideration  of  dovned  airmen.  These  prisoners- 
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of -Tar  become  political  bargaining  chips  to  their  captors  as 
their  lives  become  media  currency,  as  shorn  during  the 
Vietnam  Conflict.*^  The  political  impact  of  this  issue  alone 
may  represent  the  cost  a  nation  is  unable  or  tuiTilling  to 
bear  in  any  conflict  short  of  total  war.  In  light  of  this 
consideration,  cruise  missiles  in  support  of  future  over-the- 
horizon  anphibious  assault  opierationa  represent  an  AFFORDABLE 
and  relatively  risk-free  asset. 

One  author  estimates,  hovever,  that  in  a  global  war  vith 
the  Soviets  before  the  year  2000,  approsimately  600  Tomahavks 
might  be  required  in  suiiport  of  the  Northern  NATO  area 
alone. ^  If  this  csstimate  is  correct,  one  wonders  if  the 
inventory  of  these  weapons  will  be  SUFFICIENT  to  support  a 
regional  conflict  of  this  scale,  much  less  a  global  scenario. 
Nevertheless,  it  remains  illogical  to  "hazard  a  manned 
aircraft  when  a  projectile  will  do  the  job,  and  missile 
systems  have  demoostrated  the  ability  to  jerform  strike 
missions  as  well  if  not  better  than  manned  aircraft  armed 
with  precision  munitions. 
mmiAim  AWP  CONTROL 

Of  great  concern  to  commanders  and  mission  planners  are 
the  command  and  control  aspects  of  employing  these  assets. 

The  Tomahawk  mission  planning  mechanism  is  part  of  what  must 
be  described  as  an  awkward  warfighting  system.^  The  most 
embarrassing  aspect  of  Tomahawk  employment  remains  its 
planning  system.  This  process  is  performed  in  two  phases. 
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Phase  one  cxinsists  of  launch  and  over-vater  flight  planning 
and  is  done  on  the  launch  platform,  requiring  minutes  to 
several  hours  to  pMsrform.  E’hase  tvo  planning  generates 
survival  routes  to  the  target,  includes  considerations  of 
terrain  avoidance  and  target  defenses,  and  is  done  ashosre  at  a 
theater  mission  planning  center.*^ 

Phase  tvo  mission  planning  is  a  challenge  and  represents 
the  shortfall  in  the  system.  Avkvard  and  complex,  it  is 
unresponsive  and  cannot  support  battlefield  flexibility 
requirements.  An  individual  mission  can  take  months  to 
prepare  if  the  required  terrestrial  maps  axe  not  available. 
Under  best-case  conditions,  this  process  may  still  require 
days,^  due  to  the  requirement  for  extreme  accuracy  of  data  in 
support  of  the  veapons*  precision  navigation  flight  paths. 
Current  phase  tvo  mission  planning  times  depend  on  the  amount 
of  precision  flight  path  target  data  readily  available: 

-Digital  scenes  and  maps  available  ■  48  hours. 

-Maps  available  but  no  digital  scenes  -  10-14  days. 

-No  naps  available  ■  30  days.^ 

The  long  lead-time  issue,  then,  becomes  the  extremely 
detailed  maps  required  to  program  the  flight  data  of  these 
veapons*  over-land  flight  profiles.  To  improve  the 
timeliness  of  map  {xroducticn,  the  Navy  is  procuring  the 
"NAVSTAR"  satellite  system.  This  system  has  an  estimated  in- 
service  date  of  1993.  The  amount  of  time  in  the  planning 
process  that  NAVSTAR  vill  save  remains  classified.^  Thus, 
planning  time  remains  the  limiting  factor  in  Tomahavk 
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employment.  ¥or Id-wide  map  coverage  in  the  Tomahavk  data 
base  will  enhance  the  situation,  but  the  enormous  cost  of 
this  project  and  the  time  required  to  generate  this  data 
still  places  a  solution  to  this  problem  years  in  the  future. 

Currently,  the  Cruise  Missile  Support  Activity  maintains 
the  Tomahavk  mission  repository.^  This  facility  maintains  an 
extemsive  library  of  pi's— planned  nissions  that  represent 
numerous  scenario  and  contingency  situations.^  These  pre¬ 
planned  missions  are  stored  on  magnetic  discs  (DTDs)  are 
hand-carried  to  the  latmch  platforms  prior  to  their  sailing 
to  sea.^  Once  a  mission  is  loaded  into  the  launch  platform's 
database,  existing  missions  may  be  modified  to  facilitate 
minor  changes  in  target  location  or  missile  flight  profile.*** 
The  system  is  still  inflexible,  though,  as  these  contingency 
missions  must  be  anticipated  and  are  not  very  tailorable  to 
emergent  requirements. 

TABGET  ACQUISITIQM 

Target  acquisition  has  always  been  a  challenge  in  long- 
range  fire  support  situations.  Historically,  target 
detection  and  observation  of  fires  were  performed  by  ground- 
based  observers  or  aerial  spotters. 

During  the  Vietnam  Conflict,  the  use  of  remotely  piloted 
vehicles  (RPVs)  increased  extensively  in  response  to  losses 
of  reconnaissance  aircraft.  Between  1964  and  1965,  over  3435 
RFV  sorties  were  flown  in  Southeast  Asia.***  RFVs  saved  lives 
and  avoided  the  political  ramifications  of  emptured 
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aircrevs.**^  Kore  recemtly,  Israel  has  successfully  utilized 
RPVs  against  Soviet-made  and  Syrian-operated  air-defense 
systems.  These  RPVs  have  served  in  multiple  roles  including 
electronic  countermeasures,  photo-reoonna issance .  and 
deception.*^  Their  resolution  can  approach  the  accuracy 
enjoyed  by  more  sophisticated  overhead  imagery  systems  at  a 
fraction  of  the  cost . 

The  Navy  started  RPV  operations  after  losing  several 
aircraft  over  Lebanon  in  1983.  These  RPVs  were  purchased 
from  Israel  and  vere  utilized  for  reconna issanre  and  naval 
surface  fire  support  spotting.*^  The  Navy  currently  operattss 
Pioneer  RPVs.  These  platforms  have  a  ceiling  of  15.000  feet, 
travel  at  speeds  up  to  70  knots,  and  have  an  operating  range 
of  100  nautical  miles.  Coupled  with  an  endurance  of  9  hours, 
this  vehicle  is  veil  suited  for  multiple  xcles.**’ 

This  Pioneer  system  performed  veil  in  the  Gulf  Var. 
These  vehicles  flev  533  sorties  and  logged  1.688  flight-hours 
and  ranged  up  to  75-80  nautical  miles  from  their  control 
stations.***  Although  tvelve  of  these  vehicles  vere  lost 
during  the  conflict,  the  manufacturer  believes  that  only  tvo 
vere  combat  losses.***  Additionally,  these  vehicles  observed 
all  16-inch  battleship  gun  firings  and  vere  continuously 
airborne  during  Desert  Storm.*** 

The  advantage  of  the  Pioneer  RPV  system  licMB  in  a  video 
data  link***  vhich  provides  real-time  reconnaissance .  fall-of- 
shot  observation  and  adjustment,  and  battle  damage 
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assessment . This  asset  enables  commanders  to:  observe 


targets  from  ranges  safe  at  sea:  uixlate  missile  flight  paths 
to  reflect  verified  real-time  target  location;  observe 
ordnance  impact  on  target;  and  conduct  battle  damage 
assessment  in  possibly  the  sane  sortie.  Combined  vith 
information  from  national  assets^  the  commander  may  maintain 
a  real-time  view  of  a  portion  of  the  battlefield. 

COHCLOSIOMS 

The  foundations  of  modern  amphibious  warfare  are 
traceable  to  the  "classical”  and  modem  theorists.  Their 
thoughts  influenced  the  evolution  of  amphibious  operations  to 
its  present  form.  Modern  amphibious  warriors  applied  the 
theorists'  concepts  and  recognized  that  an  amj^ibious  assault 
conducted  in  the  old  style  of  attrition  warfare  is  no  longer 
possible.  The  proliferation  of  modem  acquisition  and  fire 
systems  to  numerous  nations^  including  those  in  the  third- 
worlds  has  forever  changed  the  conduct  of  war  and 
necessitated  amphibious  operation's  evolution  to  incorporate 
maneuver  warfare.  This  change  is  reflected  in  current  Marine 
Corps  doctrine  and  embodicxl  in  their  conccspt  of  over-the- 
horizon  assault . 

Historical  experience  supports  this  concept .  The 
vulnerability  of  concentrated  amiihibious  shipping  close  to 
enemy  shore  has  represented  a  lucrative  target  in  the  past. 
The  challenges  of  modem  anti-surface,  anti-submarine,  and 
anti-air  warfare  and  the  difficulties  posed  by  the  near-shore 
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fmvirozment  are  exacerbated  by  the  threat  offered  by 
relatively  inexpensive  shallov-vater  nines.  Thus,  the  Marine 
Corps  anticipates  launching  over-the-horizan  assaults  from 
approximately  fifty  nautical  niles  off  the  coast.  In  this 
variant  of  amphibious  varfare,  naval  amphibious  shipping  and 
surface  fire  support  ships  have  also  been  farced  seaward  and 
beyond  the  range  of  existing  conventional  gun  systems. 
Therefore,  the  Navy  jxxssesses  cmly  two  s3rstems,  both 
missiles,  to  support  amphibious  over-the-horizon  assaults. 

As  limited  as  these  assets  may  be,  it  is  possible  that 
Tomahavk  and  Harpaan(SLAM)  can  provide  sufficient  deep  fires 
in  support  of  these  assaults.  By  maximizing  the  principles 
of  surprise,  speed,  and  the  element  of  shock,  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  team  can  conduct  fire  support  of  over-the- 
horizon  assaults.  Many  difficulties,  however,  must  be 
overcome  to  sui)part  this  evolution. 

Sufficient  planning  time  must  be  allotted  by  the 
political  and  military  commanders  to  allow  for  the 
construction  of  the  individual  Tomahavk  missile  missions. 
Dedicated  support  of  a  Theater  Cruise  Missile  Planning  Center 
would  greatly  assist  in  this  endeavor,  but  state-side 
technical  assistance  is  still  required  to  compress  the  time 
required  to  construct  these  mission  packages. 

Additionally,  depending  on  the  size  of  the  landing,  many 
launch  platforms  may  be  required  to  support  the  launching  of 
these  missions.  In  this  regard,  the  Navy's  principle  of 
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"distributed  firepower*  will  support  future  assaults. 

"Cruise  aissiles  distributed  among  nany  saaller  ships  [will] 
spread  the  naval  strike  capability"*^*  and  distribute  the 
workload  among  numerous  ships,  thus  reducing  the 
vulnerability  of  the  attack  plan  should  one  of  the  vessels 
fail  to  launch  its  missiles  due  to  battle  damage  or  other 
casualty.  Following  establishment  of  a  scscure  lodgement,  the 
fire  support  ships  could  then  close  the  beach  to  employ  their 
5-inch  gvuis  in  close  support  of  the  landing  or  to  defeat  a 
counterat  tack . 

For  those  who  doubt  the  utility  of  these  missile 

systems,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy’s  assessment  of  their 

potential  for  the  future  should  suffice: 

the  effective  employment  of  Tomahavk  missiles  against  Iraq 
from  battleships,  attack  submarines,  cruisers,  and 
destroyers  is  a  precursor  of  the  multi-mission  utility  we 
must  continue  to  emphasize  in  the  future.**^ 

At  issue,  however,  are  the  command  and  control  aspects  of 
these  missile  systems.  The  time  required  to  plan  these 
missions  must  be  reduced  to  take  advantage  of  the  near  real¬ 
time  nature  of  emerging  surveillance  and  recnnna issanoe 
systems.  Additionally,  real-time  reconnaissance  assets  must 
be  distributed  to  fire  supiijort  capable  ships.  These  RPVs 
represent  cheap  assets  that  deliver  big  returns  on  the 
investment  by  providing  real-time  targeting  and  battle  damage 
assessment.  Additionally,  they  conserve  manned  aircraft 
aortie».  FSrbaps  VADM  Metcalf.  nSN(Ret)  said  it  best  when  he 
quipped  that  "the  mystique  of  Top  Gun  is  great,  but  so  was 
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the  roaance  of  the  horse  cavalry.*^  Just  as  the  inventor  San 

Colt  said  over  a  hundred  years  ago.  "never  send  a  man  vhere 

you  can  send  a  bullet  I  Nov  that  the  United  States  Navy 

possesses  the  technology,  planners  should  apply  it  vhere  it 

can  best  contribute,  because  an  obvious  lesson  of  the  Gulf 

¥ar  is  that  technology  vorks.^  and  this  trend  may  veil 

contintae.  If  so.  then  aasrgin  of  this  advantage  nay  diminish 

as  other  countries  attempt  to  exploit  the possibilities  of 

emerging  smart  munitions.  The  importance  of  technological 

consideration  in  modem  varfare  is  critical.  So  much  so. 

that  if  Clausevitz  vas  alive  today: 

he  vould  not  only  be  unable  to  ignore  the  role  of 
technology  in  var.  but  vould  actually  incorporate  it  into 
his  basic  theoretical  framevork  as  an  important 
independent  force. 

IMHLICATIOIIS 

To  fully  support  the  concept  of  ovez^the-horizon 
amphibious  assault,  the  United  States  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
team  must  reexamine  all  aspects  of  amphibious  varfare.  Every 
supporting  am  of  amphibious  varfare  requires  redefinition  to 
align  them  vith  the  realities  of  tcMshnology  and  its  impact  on 
modem  combat.  A  doublet-edged  svord.  technological 
advancement  has  created  as  many  problems  as  it  has  solved. 

This  advancement  has  great  potential  to  solve  the 
difficulties  posed  by  over-the-horizon  amphibious  assault. 
Improvements  in  transportation  have  created  the  ICAC  (Landing 
Craft  Air-Cushioned)  and  tilt-rotor  aviation  systems  to 
overcome  the  time  and  spwee  difficulties  posed  by  over-the- 
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horizcsn  distances.  In  the  area  of  fire  support,  hovever. 
additional  application  is  required  to  sake  this  supporting 
am  more  responsive.  The  United  States  Navy  must  develop  a 
Tomahavk  planning  system  that  allovs  more  flexibility  in 
veapions  systems  employment  than  currently  available.  This 
system  must  possess  the  inherent  flexibility  to  support 
emergent  calls-f or-f ire  in  response  to  changing  battlefield 
conditions.  Without  that  flexibility,  this  system  does  not 
possess  the  flencibility  to  support  Marine  Corps  forces  ashore 
”in  cntremis."  Without  this  ability  to  resi>ond  to  short- 
notice  calls  for  "emergency''  fire  support,  no  landing  force 
comnander  vill  feel  comfortable  vith  the  level  of  support  his 
task  force  commander  can  provide. 
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